
 

 

 

 

 

 

“Adopting a New Attitude? The Effects of Public Opinion Among Educated Youth 

on Euro Adoption in the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland” 

Guleena Sandhu 

V00804694 

Poli 499 – Honour’s Thesis 

Thesis Supervisor – Dr Amy Verdun 

Second Reader – Dr Valerie D’Erman 

Honour’s Program Advisor – Dr Matt James 

Apr. 3rd/2017 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 1 

Abstract: The European Union (EU) represents a singular body of political associations in that, 
as a supranational organization, it encompasses characteristics of both a federal system and an 
intergovernmental organization. In our increasingly globalized world, understanding processes 
within the EU can mean increased understanding of processes within similar organizations. My 
research specifically focuses on the single currency of the EU – the euro – which is unique to the 
EU and represents the area of highest cooperation within the organization.  

In my research, I explore the effects of public opinion on the decisions of the national 
governments in the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland regarding the adoption of the euro. I 
have chosen to focus on these three countries as they represent the last three of the ten states that 
joined in 2004 to have not yet adopted the euro, which they are required to do by law after 
meeting all the criteria. I first analyse Eurobarometer data to determine the nature of public 
opinion and what factors affect public opinion. Then I analyse the data obtained from an original 
survey that I administered to university students in each of the three countries in order to 
determine their views on the effects of public opinion on euro adoption. Ultimately, I show that 
young, highly educated people in the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland feel more positively 
towards the euro, and believe public opinion to have a large influence on government euro 
adoption strategy. 
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Chapter One: Introduction 

In this thesis, I address the question of “To what extent does public opinion affect the actions of 

the governments of the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland in the process of euro adoption?” I 

choose to focus on the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland because these three countries are 

the only ones out of the ten Eastern European countries to have joined the European Union (EU) 

in 2004 and have not yet adopted the euro. As for my choice to study the process of euro 

adoption, the single currency shared between nation-states is a singularity known only to the EU. 

As such, understanding the process of euro adoption can help academics, policy-makers, and 

regular citizens alike to conceptualize what a single currency might look like in other parts of the 

world. In addition, the positive and negative consequences from the euro adoption case show 

other regions considering a common currency what precautions are necessary in order to avoid 

economic crises such as the one that hit the euro area in 2008. Understanding the factors that 

affect euro adoption (such as public opinion) help to show the considerations that must be taken 

when weighing the idea of a common currency in regions outside the EU.  

 The aim of this study is to explore the issue of public opinion and euro adoption policy 

within each of the three countries of focus. In recent years, both public opinion and government 

policy have been steadily anti-euro, with youth populations feeling particularly eurosceptic 

(European Commission 2016). However, academic literature shows that youth typically feel 

more connected to the idea of Europe and the euro (Lubbers and Scheepers 2010, 806). What 

explains this discrepancy between Eurobarometer results and theory surrounding the feelings of 

youth towards the euro? By creating a survey that exclusively studies young people attending 

university in the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland, this research aims to provide insight into 

the feelings of youth in a way that no other study has done before.  
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In exploring the issue of public opinion and euro adoption strategy, it is also necessary to 

recognize the reciprocal nature of the relationship between the two variables. That is, while 

public opinion can influence the government’s decisions concerning the euro, government can 

also affect the feelings of citizens towards the euro. Typically, one can distinguish these two 

concepts into a bottom-up approach (where mass opinion can cue elites into assuming a position 

that reflects the views of citizens) and a top-down approach (where political elites can determine 

citizens’ attitudes in the form of information flowing from government to citizens) (Guerra and 

McLaren 2013, 357). Support for both of these approaches exists in the literature. This study 

looks closely at the bottom-up approach (Guerra and McLaren 2013, 357).  

In terms of the structure of this thesis, the majority of the paper is split into five chapters. 

The first chapter is composed of the introduction, while the second chapter provides the 

historical background, in which I describe the origins of the EU and the development of 

Economic Monetary Union (EMU) and the euro. I also describe the Maastricht convergence 

criteria, which EU member states must adopt before they may be permitted to join EMU. I then 

look at the political and economic contexts within each of the three countries in order to 

understand the feasibility of euro adoption according to material factors such as the strength of 

the economy and presence of eurosceptic parties in government. The latter half of the second 

chapter provides a literature review, in which I assess the way scholars define euroscepticism, as 

well as how euroscepticism can be explained. Following that, I explain the public attitudes 

towards euro adoption within each country, as described in the literature. 

The third chapter of this thesis concerns my methodological approach. I begin with a 

discussion of the methodology through which I conduct my research, and then discuss my 

chosen theoretical framework of behaviouralism. I then discuss the advantages and 
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disadvantages of a choice of various methods and offer a justification for my use of quantitative 

methods for this study. Next, I briefly explain the independent and dependent variables within 

this study, and how they are operationalized. Subsequently, I outline the specific data used in this 

research, including analyzing Eurobarometer data, and discuss how I created a survey for this 

study and analysed the responses I obtained from students within the Czech Republic, Hungary, 

and Poland who completed the survey. I conclude the third chapter with an in-depth analysis of 

the data gendered by the different sections of the questionnaire that I developed for this study. 

In the fourth chapter of this paper, I present two data sets and offer some preliminary 

analysis of them. The first is a data set taken from the Eurobarometer data. Analysis of this data 

seeks to explain factors affecting public opinion in each of the three countries, and is centered on 

two hypotheses: 1) Concerns over the loss of control over economic policy lead to more negative 

feelings towards the euro; and 2) Concerns over the loss of national identity lead to more 

negative feelings towards the euro. The second data set stems from my own survey, and aims to 

explore the relationship between government policy on euro adoption and public opinion. In this 

section of the chapter, I centre my analysis on the hypothesis: The more university students 

believe public opinion towards the euro is negative in their country, the more they believe public 

opinion influences their government’s policy on euro adoption. In each of the two sections of this 

chapter, I begin with a description of the data set, and then outline the hypotheses and specific 

independent and dependent variables used in the analysis. Then I present the regression 

equations for each hypothesis and explain what the equations can potentially predict. I conclude 

each section with a discussion of the limitations of each data set, and include at the end of this 

chapter a discussion of the implications of this study for future research. 
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Chapter Two: Historical Background and Literature Review 

In this chapter, I first provide a historical background to the development of the EU, as well as a 

description of the criteria that states must meet in order to join the euro area, called the 

Maastricht convergence criteria. I then discuss the political and economic contexts of the Czech 

Republic, Hungary, and Poland. In the literature review portion, I first outline the concept of 

euroscepticism and how it affects euro adoption in each of the three countries, and then look at 

some of the factors that explain euroscepticism through trends found in Eurobarometer data. 

Finally, I conclude by assessing explanations for the lack of euro adoption within each specific 

country. 

 

Historical Background 

Before delving into the process of euro adoption, it is first necessary to understand how the euro 

fits into the institutional structure of the EU. Beginning in the 1950s, the six founding members 

of the EU (France, West Germany, Belgium, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, and Italy) created 

the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) with the signing of the Treaty of Paris (1951), 

which was a direct response to the high levels of destruction left in the wake of World War II 

(Europa 2016). In order to prevent such future conflicts, these six countries pooled their war 

weapons-producing industries of coal and steel, and thus rendered war “materially impossible” 

(Schuman 1950). In 1957, the members of the ECSC signed the Treaty of Rome, which 

established the European Economic Community (EEC), as well as Euratom, a forum for member 

states to coordinate nuclear energy policy (Urwin 2013, 18). The EEC itself foresaw in the 

establishment of the common market, which spurred on the economy by abolishing customs 

duties on trade deals between EEC countries (Europa 2016). In 1967, the ECSC, the EEC, and 
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Euratom all formally merged to become the European Communities (EC) (Urwin 2013, 19). In 

1973, the first enlargement occurred when Denmark, Ireland, and the United Kingdom (UK) 

joined the EEC, and with Greece joining in 1981 and Spain and Portugal following in 1986, the 

EEC was developing into a significant organization (Phinnemore 2016).  

The signing of the Single European Act (1986) relaunched the plan to complete the 

Single Market for a deadline of 31 December 1992, which helped to make trade flow more easily 

between member-states (Phinnemore 2016).  The subsequent Maastricht Treaty (1992) 

implemented a three-pillar structure, with the first pillar encompassing the supranational 

institutions of the European Commission, European Parliament, and European Court of Justice 

(ECJ), and dealt with the EC. The second pillar covered Common Foreign and Security Policy 

(CFSP), and the third contained Justice and Home Affairs (JHA). These latter pillars followed 

intergovernmental decision-making, rather than supranational ones, that were prevalent in the 

first pillar. The Maastricht Treaty foresaw in the creation of the single currency (later named ‘the 

euro’) and introduced the Maastricht convergence criteria to establish criteria that would 

determine which states would be considered ready to join EMU and adopt the euro in due course, 

but no later than 1 January 1999 (Paleta 2012, 92). The most recent treaty is the Lisbon Treaty 

(2009), which formally abolished the pillar structure thereby retired the older legal term 

‘European Communities’ in favour of European Union (EU). Thus it is possible to see from this 

brief historical account that the EU is mainly based on a collection of treaties. As time passed, 

each subsequent treaty increased the level of integration among states, and soon economic 

integration grew to include monetary and even some form of political union. The euro plays a 

large part in this monetary integration and as such worth examining why some member states 

have not yet joined the euro area. 
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In order to adopt the euro, states must first meet all of the Maastricht convergence criteria 

(European Commission 2015). All EU member-states are required to join the single currency 

area once they meet the criteria, except for Denmark and the UK that early on had negotiated opt 

outs. The Maastricht convergence criteria stipulate that, in order to join EMU states must: 1) 

keep price level on a sustainable level, whereas average level of inflation for the last year before 

examination does not exceed the average level of three countries of EU with lowest inflation by 

more than 1.5 percentage points; 2) ensure the exchange rate moves within the “normal 

fluctuation band” (±15 per cent of Exchange Rate Mechanism II (ERM II)) for at least two years 

without devaluation against the single currency; 3) ensure that the nominal long term interest rate 

does not exceed the average of three EU countries with the lowest inflation by more than 2 %; 4) 

maintain government budget deficit at below 3% of GDP; and 5) ensure that public debt does not 

exceed 60% GDP (European Commission 2015). The EU designed the first three criteria to 

maintain monetary and exchange rate stability, whereas the last two criteria attempt to protect the 

euro from inflation due to massive budgetary deficits (Paleta 2012, 93). 

It is necessary to understand the Maastricht convergence criteria in order to understand 

general process of euro adoption. Once one understands EMU requirements, it is clear what the 

three countries would need to do if they chose to adopt the euro. For it is a choice, as the case of 

Sweden makes clear (Dandashly and Verdun 2016). While the UK and Denmark have opt-outs, 

Sweden chooses to not adopt the euro by refusing to comply with the last of the convergence 

criteria, which is to peg their national currency to the ERM II (Gabrisch and Kämpfe 2013, 186; 

Rickard 2002, 162; Miles 2004, 155). While all member states are legally obligated eventually to 

join the euro area due to their signing of the Maastricht Treaty (or in the case of member states 

that joined afterwards, the accession treaties), Sweden avoids this obligation by refusing to 
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comply with the last criterion. Furthermore, they cite negative public opinion, and the results 

from the 2003 referendum, as legitimate reasons for not joining the euro area (Miles 2004, 155). 

Thus, while the Maastricht convergence criteria legally require EU member states to join the 

single currency, there are states can simply avoid this obligation by refusing the meet all of the 

criteria. 

 

Political and Economic Contexts within the Three Countries: 

Poland 

In terms of the political situation in Poland, the country currently boasts a democratic, multi-

party system with a Prime Minister as the head of government, and the President as the head of 

state. The Polish Constitution vests executive power in the President and the executive branch of 

government, meaning a council of ministers led by the Prime Minister. The members of this 

council typically come from a majority coalition of parties in the lower house of parliament (the 

Sejm). Legislative power is vested in the upper and lower houses of parliament, namely the Sejm 

and the Senate, with members of the Sejm elected via the electoral system of proportional 

representation, and the Senate elected via first-past-the-post. As most Central and Eastern 

European (CEE) countries democratizing after the end of the Cold War, Poland chose to adopt a 

system of proportional representation for its lower house, in order to be as democratic as 

possible. This system, also like most other CEE countries, includes the condition that all 

minority parties that do not campaign solely on the basis of representation of a certain ethnicity 

must exceed the threshold of at least 5% of the national vote. Elections for the Sejm occur every 

four years, and five parties currently make-up the Sejm. The Law and Justice Party leads with 

235/460 seats, and can be described as a centre-right party, whose attitude towards European 



 12 

integration is less supportive than that of the second-leading party, Civic Platform. With 134/460 

seats, Civic Platform exhibits strong pro-Europeanism, whereas the Law and Justice Party 

demonstrates soft euroscepticism and opposes a federal Europe. The fact that the Law and 

Justice Party makes up a majority government means that many of the major policies pushed 

through the National Assembly align with the anti-EU sentiments of the leading party.  

 One factor that distinguishes Poland from both Hungary and the Czech Republic is the 

fact that only the Polish central bank can hold the power to set monetary policy, as stipulated by 

the Polish Constitution (Hunter and Ryan 2009, 1). This means that the decision to adopt the 

euro would require changes to Poland’s constitution, as monetary policy is controlled by the 

ECB in the euro area (Hunter and Ryan, 2009, 1). This required amendment to the Polish 

constitution could also necessitate the holding of a national referendum on the issue, although 

not strictly required by the Constitution (Hunter and Ryan, 2009, 1). Thus Poland faces an 

additional political barrier to joining the euro area compared to both Hungary and the Czech 

Republic. 

In terms of the economic context in Poland, the county has been unable to meet the 

convergence criteria in a sustainable way for several economic reasons (Dandashly 2015, 287). 

First, eurosceptics in Poland point to the 2008 financial crisis, and the subsequent instability of 

the euro (Dandashly 2015, 287). The concept of euroscepticism is discussed in greater detail in 

the literature review section of this chapter, but here it suffices to say that euroscepticism refers 

to a rejection of the European political and integration project, and a negative response to the 

idea of EU membership. Second, one of the major drawbacks of EMU is the fact that domestic 

governments no longer have control over monetary policy, therefore during an economic crisis, 

national governments are unable to use currency devaluation or revaluation, one of the common 
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tools to help mitigate the negative effects of the crisis (Dandashly 2015, 288). Another factor at 

play here is the independence of the Polish central bank. As per the ECB 2014 Convergence 

Report, the Polish Constitution does not explicitly prevent government influence of monetary 

policy-making within the National Bank of Poland (NBP), and in fact requires, for example, the 

President of the NBP to submit draft monetary policy guidelines to the Council of Ministers and 

the Minister of Finance (European Commission 2014, 117). The European Commission cites the 

fact that the NBP is not fully independent as incompatible with ECB regulations (European 

Commission 2014, 117). This incompatibility is one of the reasons Poland has not yet joined the 

euro. These are simply a few of the economic factors that explain why Poland has not yet 

adopted the euro, they nevertheless illuminate some of the key arguments within Poland against 

euro adoption. 

Hungary 

In terms of the political context, the structure of the Hungarian political system is very similar to 

that of Poland, in that the Prime Minister is also the head of government in a multi-party system, 

and the President holds the largely ceremonial role of head of state. Executive power is again 

vested in the Cabinet, meaning the Prime Minister and the council of ministers. Legislative 

power is exercised by the unicameral, 199-seat National Assembly, and members of this 

assembly are elected by a complex system where each eligible citizen votes for one candidate in 

their single-seat constituency, and for a party list in their multi-seat constituency, both with first-

past-the-vote systems. In terms of the make up of the National Assembly, Hungary is distinct 

from Poland given that the strong nationalist, conservative party Fidesz currently holds office 

with 114/199 seats (Dandashly and Verdun 2016, 9). Fidesz is distinct from the conservative, 

eurosceptic governments in power in Poland and the Czech Republic in that the Hungarian 
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government under leader Viktor Orbán has taken advantage of his two-thirds majority in 

parliament to amend the constitution in order to centralize political power (Dandashly and 

Verdun 2016, 10). Such centralization of power runs contrary to the ideals of the EU, which 

focus on democracy and the ceding of authority to the supranational level. The euroscepticism of 

Fidesz is unparalleled in the leading parties in Poland and the Czech Republic, and one can argue 

that it is one of the major reasons explaining the lack of euro adoption in Hungary. The other 

major parties in Hungary include the Hungarian Socialist Party (29 seats), which opposes Fidesz 

ideologically by advocating for social liberalism and democracy, and the radical, nationalist 

Jobbik party (24 seats). 

Regarding the economic situation in Hungary, one can point to Hungary’s worsening 

fiscal situation as a factor that made it impossible for the government to adopt the euro 

(Dandashly and Verdun 2016, 10). Several factors led to this deterioration, including 

“competition between political parties, the fiscal profligacy of governments in power and the 

inexperience of governments with public finance” (Dandashly and Verdun 2016, 10). Thus, it is 

possible to explain Hungary’s euroscepticism in terms of its political leadership, as well as the 

extensive toxic portrayal of the EU and the euro in the Hungarian media (Hegedũs 2006, 78).  

Czech Republic 

The political system of the Czech Republic is similar to that of Poland and Hungary, in that the 

President is the head of state with limited powers, and the Prime Minister of the head of 

government. Executive power is again exercised by the executive branch, which is made up of 

the Prime Minister and the heads of the ministries, and reports to the lower house of Parliament. 

Legislative power is vested in the bicameral legislature, with a Chamber of Deputies (200 seats), 

and a Senate. Elections for the lower house occur every four years via the proportional 
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representation system, with the 5% election threshold typical of post-communist CEE countries. 

Senate elections occur based off of the United States (US) model, meaning with one-third of the 

seats elected every two years via a two-round run-off system. Currently, seven parties hold seats 

in parliament, with no one party holding a majority of seats. The Czech Social Democratic Party 

leads with 50 seats, and holds a favourable attitude towards European integration, including 

joining EMU. The ANO 2011 party follows with 47 seats, and wavers on its position towards 

European integration. The ANO 2011 party is based on the former Action of Dissatisfied 

Citizens (ANO) movement in the Czech Republic, and can be described as a centrist, populist 

party. The Czech Republic is also home to the eurosceptic Civic Democratic Party, which 

currently holds limited power with only 16 seats. However, the Civic Democratic Party did hold 

government from 2006-2010, and at this time, many remarked upon the negative opinion of the 

Czech government towards euro adoption (Helisek 2013, 21). The fact that the Czech Republic 

currently has a pro-euro membership government, and Poland and Hungary have anti-euro area 

governments provides a visible contrast that will help to confirm the results of this research. 

 The economic situation in the Czech Republic is currently such that the country has been 

able to choose not to meet the Maastricht convergence criteria due to the fact that it is 

economically stable enough to meet the criteria, but it chooses not to do so due to political 

reasons (Helisek 2013, 23-24). In addition, the Czech economy is strongly integrated with the 

euro area, and the financial crisis had little impact on this relationship (Helisek 2013, 26). Thus it 

is possible to argue that the Czech Republic is in a better position to meet the convergence 

criteria if it so wanted, than either Hungary or Poland. But in any case none of these three 

countries have joined ERM II, which is an important first step to qualify for euro adoption. 
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Literature Review 

In order to provide some context for explanations of public opinion towards euro adoption in the 

Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland, this section provides an overview of the explanations 

found in the literature for the lack of euro adoption. While these factors do not explicitly explain 

public attitudes towards euro adoption in each country, my research will determine if they 

contribute to public opinion within each country. To begin with, there are some explanations that 

can be applied to all three countries, one of major ones being euroscepticism. It is possible to 

locate eurosceptic attitudes in nearly every country on the European continent, including the 

Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland. Before delving into this topic however, it is first 

necessary to conceptualize the notion of euroscepticism. 

While there are many definitions of the term ‘euroscepticism’ in the literature, for the 

purposes of this paper, euroscepticism refers to the opposition to the process of European 

integration, and one can distinguish between the ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ varieties of euroscepticism 

(Taggart and Szczerbiak 2004, 3).1 Hard euroscepticism refers to the outright rejection of the 

entire European project of political and economic integration, and opposition to the notion of 

one’s country’s membership to the EU (Taggart and Szczerbiak 2004, 3). Often, this opposition 

is based on the fact that the EU embodies negative values, such as liberalism, capitalism, or 

socialism (Taggart and Szczerbiak 2004, 3). Soft euroscepticism refers to qualified or contingent 

opposition to European integration which may include opposition to specific EU policies, such as 

euro adoption, or the rhetoric of supporting national interests in debates surrounding the EU 

(Taggart and Szczerbiak 2004, 3). However, such soft euroscepticism is still compatible with 

overall support of the European project (Taggart and Szczerbiak 2004, 3). The term 

                                                
1 For a fuller discussion of the term ‘euroscepticism,’ Vasilopoulou (2013) and Riishøj (2007) 
provide comprehensive explanations. 
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euroscepticism was originally conceptualized in the context of the UK joining the EU in 1975, 

and has historically applied to political parties. However, one can also use eurosceptisicm to 

explain public attitudes towards European integration (Vasilopoulou 2013).  

In applying these variations of euroscepticism to the three countries of focus, it is 

difficult to ascribe either hard or soft euroscepticism to the countries as there are elements of 

both within each specific political landscape. In the Czech Republic, the soft eurosceptic Civil 

Democratic Party (ODS) governed off and on between 1990-1998, and again from 2006-2010; 

however, several hard eurosceptic but relatively minor parties are currently represented in the 

Chamber of Deputies, such as the Party of Free Citizens and the Freedom and Direct Democracy 

Party (SPD). In Hungary, there is the soft eurosceptic Fidesz party under Prime Minister Orbàn 

which currently governs, and the more hard eurosceptic and radical party of Jobbik. And in 

Poland, the soft eurosceptic Law and Justice Party is one of the main two Polish parties, and 

currently governs in a coalition. The hard eurosceptic parties of Liberty, Congress of New Right, 

and National Movement all hold limited power within the Sejm. Thus it is possible to see how all 

three countries here contain elements of all strains of euroscepticism, and one cannot ascribe any 

particular strain to any particular country. 

In terms of a theory that explains why the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland have not 

yet adopted the euro, it is possible to look into research that explains why the UK has not joined 

the euro area as well. One possible theory is that the presence of a eurosceptic political party in a 

country indicates negative public opinion towards euro adoption. In the UK, the UK 

Independence Party (UKIP) represents general public and elite apathy towards the EU (Sutcliffe 

2012, 107). This can then be applied the eurosceptic parties in Poland (Law and Justice party), 

Hungary (Fidesz), and the Czech Republic (Civic Democratic Party). Each of these parties has a 



 18 

long history, which one can trace back to the origins of euroscepticism within each country. Such 

euroscepticism provides the basis of anti-euro sentiment in the Czech Republic, Hungary, and 

Poland, and helps to explain why the government and public resist participation in EMU. 

Another way scholars assess euroscepticism within a country is to look at socio-

demographic factors via the Eurobarometer. Given that this paper analyses Eurobarometer data 

in order to determine some of the factors that can potentially explain negative public opinion 

towards the euro in the three countries of study, it is necessary to analyse what trends tend to 

emerge in Eurobarometer data. For the purposes of this research, I look at three factors that most 

apply to the demographic I surveyed (that is, university students between the ages of 19-24). 

First, one can see that low levels of education tend to produce more eurosceptic people (Lubbers 

and Scheepers 2010, 802). This can be attributed to the fact that people with higher levels of 

education are more likely to feel that “their knowledge and skills serve them well in a wider EU 

market” (Guerra and McLaren 2013, 356). This is affirmed in the results of my own research in 

that the respondents (students at post-secondary institutions) generally perceive the EU and the 

euro in a positive light. The data reported in Flash Eurobarometer 418 show similar results in 

that more education correlates with a more pro-euro sentiment (European Commission 2016). 

Second, the effects of gender can be seen to have an impact on feelings towards the euro, in that 

women are more likely than men (53% versus 42%) to feel negatively towards euro adoption 

(European Commission 2016, 66). This is somewhat surprising in that women are typically 

perceived in the literature to be more pro-EU than men, but the Eurobarometer results show the 

opposite. Third, people in the younger demographic (ages 15-24) are found to be less eurosceptic 

than those in the older demographics (Lubbers and Scheepers 2010, 806). Among younger 

people, there is more identification with the EU and less euroscepticism, which then supports the 
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notion that youth are more likely to feel positively towards the euro (Lubbers and Scheepers 

2010, 806). This is also supported in my research, which shows that respondents (young 

university students) generally felt positively towards euro adoption. However, Eurobarometer 

results show that youth generally feel more negatively towards the euro (European Commission 

2016, 66). This discrepancy is further taken up in the section on the limitations of my own 

survey in the third chapter of this thesis. In any case, it is possible to see various trends in 

Eurobarometer data on opinions towards euro adoption, and use them to lend support to my 

research. 

In what follows, the rest of this section provides additional factors that explain public 

attitudes towards membership in EMU that are specific to each country.  

Poland 

Gabrisch and Kämpfe maintain that the main concerns surrounding euro adoption in 

Poland are pragmatic, meaning that Poland, among other CEE countries, is not imbued with 

confidence in the stability of the euro area (Gabrisch and Kämpfe 2013, 181). This lack of 

confidence is in part due to the strength of the Polish currency (the złoty) prior to the global 

financial crisis, which provided Poles with a sense of satisfaction with their own currency and 

dampened enthusiasm for joining the euro (Dandashly 2015, 291). One can also explain Polish 

hesitation towards the adopting the euro by looking at the effects of the financial crisis on the 

euro area, which made clear that the common currency does not fully protect members from 

economic crises (Dandashly 2015, 291). Members of the eurosceptic group in Poland point to the 

Greek scenario and how its membership to the euro area contributed to its economic and 

financial crisis (Dandashly 2015, 288). In addition, the ability of the Polish government to 

weaken the złoty in order to combat the effects of the crisis also provides reasoning among Poles 
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to remain outside the euro area (Dandashly 2015, 291). Such an institutional mechanism is 

unavailable to countries within EMU, as joining the euro means member states are unable to 

devalue their currency in order to increase the competitiveness of their exports. Closely related to 

this is the fact that the ECB also controls the monetary policy of its members, and if Poland were 

to join EMU, the NBP would lose the ability to set interest rates as needed (Dandashly 2015, 

288). Another factor that contributes towards public attitudes is the role of political elites, in that 

enough political will must be present within government in order to make strides towards euro 

adoption (Dandashly 2015, 290). In other words, the party in power must be sufficiently open to 

the idea of joining EMU. This openness does not necessarily mean that the party in power must 

be pro-EU, as the case of Poland from 2004-2012 makes clear. During this time period, Poland 

had both eurosceptic and pro-European governments, and yet there were no clear advancements 

towards euro adoption in either case (Dandashly 2015, 290). However, it is also necessary in 

Poland to have an opposition party that is in favour of euro adoption because the path to EMU 

requires a constitutional change which needs the support of two-thirds of Parliament (Dandashly 

and Verdun 2016). This demonstrates that despite the importance of meeting the convergence 

criteria, political will to meet the criteria is equally as important (Dandashly 2015, 290). 

Hungary 

In the Hungarian context, István Hegedũs contends that a new type of ‘europessimism’ is 

brewing in Hungary, which is concerned with the fact that the needs of the smaller, less wealthy 

EU member states are not being heard by the larger, more wealthy EU member states (Hegedũs 

2006, 73). This europessimism is distinct from euroscepticism is that the former relates more to a 

negative view towards the future of the EU, whereas the latter uses the EU as a scapegoat for 

many of the broader issues facing Europe (Hegedũs 2006, 76). This distinction helps to show 
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how ignorance of the structure and functions of the EU is one of the leading causes of 

europessimism in Hungary (Hegedũs 2006, 76). According to Hegedũs, this is due to the fact that 

the mass media and political parties fail to provide Hungarian citizens with complete and 

unbiased information on the institutions of the EU (Hegedũs 2006, 76). Thus the current anti-

euro sentiment coming from the Hungarian government is one of the main factors explaining 

why Hungary consistently refuses to meet the convergence criteria (Johnson 2008, 830). 

In terms of economics-based explanations for Hungarian public attitudes, the 

deteriorating fiscal situation also provides a barrier to fast-track euro adoption (Dandashly and 

Verdun 2016, 10). Several factors led to the downturn of the economy, including “competition 

between political parties, the fiscal profligacy of governments in power, and the inexperience of 

governments with public finance” (Dandashly and Verdun 2016, 10). The fact that politicians 

were more focused on domestic political gain meant that policies were not being developed that 

fostered future euro adoption (Dandashly and Verdun 2016, 10). In order to be able to adopt the 

euro, the domestic economy must be strong enough to meet the Maastricht convergence criteria, 

which Hungary is currently unable to do.  

Czech Republic 

In the Czech Republic, Søren Riishøj argues that anti-EU opinion stems from eurosceptic 

ideas that the single currency is a political project, and therefore is unsustainable (Riishøj 2007, 

528). The idea that the politics of integration motivated the creation of EMU and the euro, 

instead of a rational economic cost-benefit analysis, provides the basis of the argument that the 

single currency caused Europe’s economic recession (Riishøj 2007, 528). This argument then 

provides the foundations of anti-euro sentiment in the Czech Republic (Riishøj 2007, 528). One 

can also attribute the refusal of the Czech Republic to participate in EMU to economic reasons as 
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cited by the national government (Helisek 2012, 88). The Czech government points to domestic 

economic problems such as the convergence of national price levels to those of the euro area, 

and deterioration of public finance, as well as the fiscal problems of many struggling euro area 

countries in the wake of the financial crisis (Helisek 2012, 88). Such fiscal problems lead to 

“uncertainty on international financial markets, concerns of investors, potential twists in the 

short-term capital flows, and threats to the Czech crown stability in case of its inclusion in the 

Exchange Rate Mechanism II (ERM II),” and the Czech government wishes to avoid the path of 

countries like Portugal, Spain, Greece, Ireland, and Italy as much as possible (Helisek 2012, 88). 

Another factor that explains public attitudes in the Czech Republic is a desire to retain national 

sovereignty from the supranational level (Pechova 2012). This desire refers to the more 

overarching opposition to voluntarily submitting national authority to an external body and in the 

Czech case represents a desire to maintain as much domestic power as possible. 

One factor that distinguishes the Czech Republic from Poland and Hungary is that it is 

possible to find studies on public opinion towards the euro within the literature. For example, the 

study by Čábelková, Mitsche, and Strielkowski (2015) provides an assessment of public opinion 

towards EU membership and euro adoption within the Czech Republic. The findings from their 

research include that public opinion towards euro adoption in the Czech Republic is currently 

rather negative, which strikes a marked difference from the largely supportive Czech attitudes 

pre-2004 (Čábelková, Mitsche, and Strielkowski 2015). This study supports the data stemming 

from Eurobarometer statistics that public opinion in the Czech Republic is mostly negative, as 

this paper will show in the following chapter. 
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Summary 

To summarize this chapter, I began with a historical background to the EU itself in order to 

provide context for the issue of euro adoption and how it operates within the institutional 

structure of the EU. I then outlined the Maastricht convergence criteria, which are the criteria 

that states must meet in order to join the euro area. The EU designed the first three criteria to 

maintain monetary and exchange rate stability, whereas the last two criteria attempt to protect the 

euro from inflation that could be a result from member states having excessive budgetary deficits 

or public debts (Paleta 2012, 93). In addition, with the accession of a state to the EU, that state is 

making an eventual commitment to join EMU. However, while it was possible in the early 1990s 

to obtain opt outs to this clause (as the UK and Denmark received), the countries that acceded to 

the EU in 2004 were not given this option. However, the case of Sweden makes clear that 

member states are able to choose whether or not to join the euro area by simply not meeting the 

criteria. Sweden for example, has chosen to not meet the last convergence criterion by refusing 

to peg the Swedish currency to ERM II (Gabrisch and Kämpfe 2013, 186; Rickard 2002, 162; 

Miles 2004, 155). Following that, I provided the political and economic situations of each 

country, enumerating the political system and ideological make up of government, as well as the 

state of the economy in regards to the ability of the government to meet the convergence criteria. 

The second part of the chapter consisted of a literature review, in which I provided factors found 

in the literature that explain public attitudes towards euro adoption in each of the three countries. 

I began with the concept of euroscepticism, and how the presence of eurosceptic parties can be 

an indicator of negative public opinion towards the euro in a country, as shown with the example 

of the presence of UKIP in the UK. Following that, I provided a brief explanation of some of the 
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literature on trends found in Eurobarometer data. I then concluded by looking at factors specific 

to each country that help explain public attitudes towards the euro.  
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Chapter Three: Methodology and Methods 

In this chapter, I first present the methodology through which I conduct my research, and then 

outline the theoretical framework through which I analyse the variables and relationships present 

in this study. I then address the differences between quantitative and qualitative methods, and 

provide a justification for my use of quantitative methods. Following this, I provide a brief 

explanation of the independent and dependent variables within this study, and how they are 

operationalized. Subsequently, I outline the specific methods used in this research, including 

analyzing Eurobarometer data, and creating and analyzing a survey for students within the Czech 

Republic, Hungary, and Poland. I conclude this section with an in-depth analysis of each part of 

the questionnaire developed for this study. 

 

Methodology 

In this study, I use a naturalist methodology, which is informed by a positivist ontology and 

epistemology. The positivist or naturalist methodology believes that the scientific method 

(coming from the natural sciences) can be applied to the social sciences (Marsh and Furlong 

2002, 22). Positivism is most interested in developing causal statements that can be generalized 

to other phenomena (Marsh and Furlong 2002, 22). In addition, there is the implicit belief that 

objectivity on the part of the researcher is possible, meaning that the researcher is always able to 

separate their prejudices and bias from the research. While there are certain critiques of 

positivism, there is also much value and weight added to research using these scientific methods, 

and as such my research is framed around a positivist methodology. 

 

 



 26 

Theoretical Framework 

In terms of my theoretical orientation for this research, I approach this topic from a 

behaviouralist perspective. The justification for the use of the behaviouralist approach here is 

mainly that the central concept of this thesis is public opinion. One is able to better explain 

public opinion through behaviouralism than other approaches due to the tangible nature of public 

opinion. Individuals are able to express their opinions in concrete ways, such as through surveys 

or interviews, and researchers are then able to take their responses and analyze them. Through 

this analysis emerges a cohesive public opinion, which can then be further analyzed and 

compared with other processes in society.  

The behavioural approach itself concentrates on two questions: Why do individuals, 

institutional actors, and nation-states behave in the way they do, and what are the consequences 

of their actions (Sanders 2010, 40)? Behaviouralists believe that all social enquiry is 

fundamentally concerned with understanding and explaining the actions of people, and that 

embedded in this idea of explanation is the idea of causality (Sanders 2010, 23). For 

behaviouralists, the main focus of analysis is observable behaviour, whether it is at the individual 

or community level (Sanders 2010, 23). In addition, any explanation of that behaviour should be 

susceptible to empirical testing, which is in alignment with behaviouralism’s naturalist 

methodology (Sanders 2010, 23). Instead of looking at political institutions, behaviouralists 

analyze the behaviour of individual political actors and their interactions with one another. Some 

other key features of behaviouralism include its emphasis that scientific theories must be 

falsifiable and theoretical assumptions must be subject to empirical testing. It is necessary to note 

here that behaviouralism does not fully accept all aspects of positivism (Sanders 2010, 24). For 

example, behaviouralists are open to both qualitative and quantitative methods. While I use 
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mainly quantitative methods in my research, I also look at qualitative factors in the analysis 

portion of this thesis. 

 

Quantitative versus Qualitative Research 

The main difference between quantitative and qualitative research lies in what each of these 

methods chooses to emphasize. Quantitative methods seek to understand and explain political 

phenomena by studying a large amount of cases (and here, the term “cases” refers to a single unit 

of interest, whether it be an individual, organization, or nation-state) (Wesley 2015, 29). 

Quantitative research tends to be quite structured in that it often uses closed-questions and does 

not allow the respondent to give unstructured answers. Quantitative research thus allows the 

researcher to classify the answers of all respondents more easily, and thus have more findings 

that can be more easily compared with others in the same study. Quantitative methods also tend 

to have greater breadth than depth due to various constraints that do not allow the researcher to 

conduct an in-depth study of a large amount of cases (Wesley 2015, 29). Qualitative research, 

however, emphasizes quality, and detail by studying a small number of cases more thoroughly 

(Wesley 2015, 29). Thus, qualitative methods tend to emphasize depth over breadth, because 

neither time nor financial concerns constrain the researcher from conducting a more in-depth 

analysis (Wesley 2015, 29). In addition, qualitative methods are less structured, in that the 

researcher asks more open-ended questions, and is thus able to explore the differences in 

individual belief to a more exhaustive extent (Wesley 2015, 29). This project is not concerned 

with determining which method is “better” but rather which research method more effectively 

suits the needs of this research topic. This research is centred on the concept of public opinion, 

which is why I use quantitative methods. The rest of this chapter outlines the details of each of 
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my chosen methods.  

Independent and Dependent Variables 

The main concept addressed in this thesis is ‘public opinion.’ In operationalizing the concept of 

public opinion, it is necessary to narrow the term in such a way that “public” refers to people 

over the age of 15 who hold an opinion on euro adoption in their country. My research question 

is whether the governments in the Czech Republic, Hungary, or Poland would determine their 

euro adoption strategy before public opinion is formed, or whether public opinion is fixed and 

influences government policy on euro adoption. While recognizing the reciprocal nature of the 

relationship between public opinion and government decisions, the relationship I have chosen to 

examine is the impact of public opinion (independent variable) on government euro adoption 

policy (dependent variable). Therefore, I will test the hypothesis of “Public opinion might be 

able to partially explain why the governments in the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland have 

not yet adopted the euro.” In addition, while the relationship between government policy and 

public opinion is the focus of my thesis, it is not the only relationship addressed in my research. 

In order to understand how public opinion affects government policy on euro adoption, it is also 

necessary to look at the relationship between public opinion, and variables that affect public 

opinion.  

My independent variables include concerns over the loss of control over economic policy 

and loss of national identity, as measured by the Eurobarometer. My measurement of the 

dependent variable involves analyzing and comparing Eurobarometer statistics on public opinion 

between the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland. I then proceed to develop correlations 

between the independent and dependent variables, and create regression equations to describe the 

direction of the relationship between the variables. 
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The Eurobarometer: A Way to Determine Public Opinion 

The first method used is statistical analysis of Eurobarometer data on public opinion. 

The Eurobarometer is public opinion survey conducted on behalf of the Public Opinion Analysis 

sector of the European Commission. Every autumn and spring, the European Commission 

releases new Eurobarometer data, and such data concerning Poland, Hungary, and the Czech 

Republic is the focus of this research. To be more specific, this study uses data drawn from the 

Flash Eurobarometer 418, “The introduction of the euro in the Member States that have not yet 

adopted the common currency.” This study was published in spring 2015, and included over 

7000 phone respondents from the seven EU member states that have yet to adopt the euro 

(Bulgaria, Croatia, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Romania, and Sweden).  

 Advantages and Disadvantages of Using Eurobarometer Data 

One of the main advantages of using Eurobarometer data is that the Eurobarometer tries to 

maintain consistency throughout the years by asking similar questions. One of the major 

drawbacks of Eurobarometer data is the fact that, because the data is collected on the behalf of 

the EU, one cannot assume that the data is entirely unbiased. In order to compensate for this bias, 

this study also looks at national statistics within the three countries in order to assess whether or 

not the polls have similar outcomes, and if they do not, it might reveal any biases on the part of 

the EU and/or the national organizations that prepared the polls, or biases of respondents due to 

the interviewers institutional affiliation. Thus I am able to account for measurement validity and 

gain insight into the opposing side of the issue. 

For each country of study, I used one comparable national survey of public opinion on 

euro adoption. For Poland, I used a survey drawn from the Public Opinion Research Centre 

(CBOS). This survey, entitled “Concerns Related to the Introduction of the Euro” was published 
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November 2014. For the Czech Republic, I used data collected from the Centre for Public 

Opinion Research – Institute of Sociology (CVVM). This study, entitled “Citizens of Euro 

Adoption and the Impact of Joining the EU,” used a sample population collected from the Czech 

Statistical Office, and included the participation of 1,011 respondents and 235 interviewers. Data 

collection was conducted via the tool of a standard questionnaire through a mixture of computer-

assisted and pen-and-paper personal interviews and the study was published in May 2015. For 

Hungary, I used data collected by Medían, drawn from the study entitled “Farewell to the Forint? 

Expectations for the Euro,” which was published in November 2006. 

Given that not all of the national opinion polling institutes have collected data in the same 

year as the Eurobarometer data this paper focuses on (2015), I compared each national poll with 

its corresponding year in Eurobarometer data. For CBOS in Poland, I compared its data with 

Eurobarometer data in 2014, and for CVVM in the Czech Republic, I was able to use 2015 

Eurobarometer data. However, for Median in Hungary, I am forced to use data from 2006, as that 

is the year the latest national survey was collected on euro adoption. While using different years 

for each case will compromise consistency and comparability in between countries, I am still 

able to expose any bias by comparing national statistics to EU statistics of the same year. 

Another problem that arose with using data-gathering institutes from other countries is 

the language barrier. While the CBOS in Poland publishes its reports in English as well as 

Polish, the CVVM in the Czech Republic only provides reports written in Czech. Therefore, I 

was forced to use an online translation engine in order to translate the document from CVVM. 

There are several risks attached to this; however, the risks are limited by the fact that my 

research only uses two data sets drawn from the CVVM study, and largely only requires the 

translation of graph headings. Therefore, I feel confident in my use of the CVVM data. 
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The Benefits and Drawbacks of Surveys 

As discussed above, quantitative methods are typically used to study large amounts of cases. For 

this reason, the final objective for quantitative analysis is to generate widely applicable results 

(Wesley 2015, 31). While interviews and other qualitative methods can draw information 

regarding people’s attitudes and motives more deeply than quantitative methods, such methods 

as surveys are still able to draw accurate, if somewhat less detailed, information concerning 

people’s beliefs. While many point out that existing data does not always precisely apply to the 

topic the researcher wishes to study, in this case I am fortunate to be able to use Eurobarometer 

data, which directly applies to my research. 

 Other critiques of surveys include the likelihood of a high non-response rate when 

developing one’s own questionnaire. Participants may not wish to respond due to a desire to 

retain personal beliefs and opinions to themselves, and not provide them to a faceless researcher. 

Another reason participants may not wish to respond is that they do not want to invest the 

considerable amount of time required to fill out a questionnaire. To the first critique, it is 

possible to argue that one’s target group may be sympathetic to the position of the researcher as 

well as the aim of the research, and therefore decide to fill out the questionnaire. To the latter, 

while it is true that people may not want to spend time filling out the survey, by making it an 

online survey, it is more accessible to respondents, and they are more likely to participate.  

The benefits of using a survey for this research include the fact that the closed-question 

format makes it easier for the respondent to answer the question, given that there are only so 

many options, and it makes it easier for the researcher to collect and compare all of the data. 

While many would argue that providing a survey with closed-questions can simplify the issue by 

only providing broad categories for selection, surveys are able to combat this by asking simple 
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questions. In fact, the simplification of the issue is necessary in quantitative research; otherwise 

no generalization of the findings is possible. In addition, as I show in the following chapter, the 

sample chosen for the survey developed for this research is limited to university students 

studying the Social Sciences in each country. Due to this small sample, I will be unable to 

abstract my findings to the larger population; however, that is not my ultimate goal with this 

survey. The socio-demographic data drawn from the Eurobarometer statistics shows that young 

people (aged 15-24) in Eastern Europe generally feel more negatively towards the EU and euro 

adoption within their country. General theory behind voting patterns suggests that young people 

are more likely to be left leaning; this then begs the question of why young people feel 

negatively towards the EU, an institution representing liberal values. Given that my 

questionnaire targets young, educated people within the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland, I 

will perhaps be able to understand why young people within each of these three countries do not 

accord with this theory. Lastly, the fact that the recipients are Social Sciences students provides 

further bias, given that the choice to study in this area demonstrates an interest in the issues 

facing the country, and interest implies an informed opinion. While many would argue that this 

bias skews the data resulting from the survey, I maintain that I am not interested in generalizing 

the findings of this survey to the general population, and as such surveying educated opinions 

would still lead us to obtain more insights into opinions of the particular respondents in each of 

the three countries. 

 

The Survey within this Research 

In addition to studying Eurobarometer data, the other quantitative method performed in this 

study is public opinion surveys with university students in the Czech Republic, Hungary, and 
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Poland. After obtaining Human Ethics approval from the University of Victoria and developing a 

list of questions, the link to an online survey with participant consent form was sent to several 

classes of students at multiple universities in each of the three countries of study. Originally, I 

had planned to conduct focus groups with members of the Polish-, Hungarian-, and Czech-

Canadian communities living in Victoria, in order to gain more in-depth answers to questions 

surrounding public opinion on euro adoption in their native countries. I also looked into 

performing focus groups with students on exchange from the three countries to the University of 

Victoria. However, I was unable to attain a sufficient amount in interested individuals to 

participate, therefore I chose to concentrate on university students in each of the three countries. 

The Respondents 

I was put in contact with professors from universities from each country of focus through my 

supervisor, Dr. Amy Verdun. Several of these professors then agreed to distribute the survey 

among their students. The respondents included university students completing their 

undergraduate, graduate, and doctorate degrees, at both ‘normal’ universities and more ‘elite’ 

universities. I make the distinction here because surveying students from privately funded, more 

prestigious universities subjects the survey to respondents from outside the target area of Czech, 

Hungarian, and Polish citizens to citizens from all over Europe. Thus, we also asked professors 

at publicly funded, more local universities to administer the survey among their students. The 

exact total number of respondents that the survey was sent out to is unknown, but to the best of 

my knowledge the survey has been distributed to over 400 students in the Czech Republic 

currently in the Faculty of Social Sciences at Charles University. In Hungary, the survey has 

been distributed to over 1,500 students at the School of Public Policy and Business School at the 

Central Eastern University, approximately 250 students in the Faculty of Economics and 
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Business Administration at the University of Szeged, and an undetermined number from the 

University of Pécs. In Poland, the survey has been administered to over 190 students studying at 

the Cracow University of Economics. 

 One problem that arose during the recruitment of students for this survey was the 

language barrier. While professors from the Czech Republic and Hungary maintained that the 

survey would not need to be translated for their students, one professor in Poland did raise this 

issue. Therefore, Dr. Verdun and I contacted a person fluent in both Polish and English to 

translate the survey. The translated version was then provided – again an online version – to 

students in Poland. Another problem we faced was the timing of the distribution of the survey. 

The recruitment of students via emailing professors began in mid-January; however, professors 

from Hungary and Poland responded that their students are in an examination period until mid-

February.  

The Questionnaire 

A standardized questionnaire of twenty-seven questions was provided to all participants of the 

study. The questionnaire included a mixture of open- and closed-ended questions, with the 

majority being closed-ended. In what follows, this section provides each question as well as the 

rationale behind it, what the researcher hopes to gain from the answers, and any specific 

considerations that were taken during its development. 

 This first set of questions is intended to obtain some of the socio-demographic data of the 

sample population. Some questions are left open-ended (as indicated by the blank space left next 

to the question) while others have options provided. In order to ensure accuracy, a large amount 

of care was taken in order to anticipate all possible answers to each close-ended question, and 

provide options that can be applied to each answer. Thus, the addition of the “Other” option is 
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consistently present where necessary. 

Question 1 

 I am the age of: 

Question 2 

 My nationality is: 

Question 3 

 My gender identity is: Male; Female; Other 

Question 4 

 I attend university in: The Czech Republic; Hungary; Poland 

Question 5 

My area of study is: Politics; Economics; Public Administration; History; Sociology; 

Languages; International Relations; Finances and Accounting; Management; Law; Other 

Question 6 

 I am currently working to complete my: BA; MA; PhD 

Question 7 

If working to complete you BA, your year of study is: Year 1; Year 2; Year 3; Year 4; 

Other 

Question 8 

 If working to complete your MA, your year of study is: Year 1; Year 2; Year 3; Year 4;  

 Other 

Question 9 

 If working to complete your PhD, your year of study is: Year 1; Year 2; Year 3; Year 4; 

 Other 
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This next set of questions (Questions 10 through 12) is designed to obtain the general political 

leanings of the participant towards their national government, as well as the EU. This 

information is relevant to the study because if there is a correlation between positive views 

towards the national government and/or negative views of the EU and negative views of the 

euro, this will potentially support the hypothesis of this study. 

Question 10 

 In the last election (if I voted or had the right to vote) I would have voted for: The current  

 main party in government; The current main opposition party; A party other than the one  

 in government or the main opposition party; Would not have voted; Do not know 

Question 11 

In the next election I intend to vote for: The current main party in government; The 

current main opposition party; A party other than the one in government or the main 

opposition party; Plan not to vote; Do not know 

Question 12 

In general, the image the EU conjures up for me is: Very Positive; Fairly Positive; 

Neutral; Fairly Negative; Very Negative; No Opinion 

The following questions (Questions 13-17) establish the level of knowledge held by the 

respondent concerning the euro adoption process, as well as their opinion on euro adoption and 

government decisions regarding euro adoption. Question 16 in particularly was posed in order to 

be directly comparable with the question posed in the Eurobarometer, which also asked about 

personal opinion towards euro adoption. 

Question 13 

I am aware that my country’s accession to the EU means that it will one day have to 
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adopt the euro: Strongly Agree; Somewhat Agree; Neutral; Somewhat Disagree; Strongly 

Disagree; No Opinion 

Question 14 

The first step of getting ready to join the euro is to join the exchange rate mechanism 

(ERM) of the EU whereby our country fixes the exchange rate to the euro. I believe 

joining the ERM in the next 5 years is: An excellent idea; A good idea; Neutral; Not such 

a good idea; A bad idea; No Opinion 

Question 15  

In light of the fact that accession to the EU means that one day my country will need to 

adopt the euro, I feel that the policy of my government on euro adoption to date has been 

appropriate: Strongly Agree; Somewhat Agree; Neutral; Somewhat Disagree; Strongly 

Disagree; No Opinion 

Question 16 

I feel that my country should adopt the euro and thereby participate fully in EMU: 

Strongly Agree; Somewhat Agree; Neutral; Somewhat Disagree; Strongly Disagree; No 

Opinion 

Question 17 

If you answered strongly agree or somewhat agree in the previous question, what timeline 

do you feel is the most appropriate for joining EMU and adopting the euro? 0-4 years; 5-

9 years; 10+ years; Never 

Questions 18 to 22 address the idea that economic factors play a large role in determining 

government euro adoption strategy. These questions look at the benefits and drawbacks of 

economic factors, as well as the effects of the euro crisis on government opinion. These 
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questions were included in order to understand the relationship between public opinion, and 

factors affecting public opinion such as the euro crisis. 

Question 18 

I feel that the economic costs of adopting the euro would outweigh the economic benefits 

in my country: Strongly Agree; Somewhat Agree; Neutral; Somewhat Disagree; Strongly 

Disagree; No Opinion 

Question 19 

I feel that my government holds a negative stance towards euro adoption: Strongly 

Agree; Somewhat Agree; Neutral; Somewhat Disagree; Strongly Disagree; No Opinion 

Question 20 

I feel that the economic crisis change my government’s stance on euro adoption: Strongly 

Agree; Somewhat Agree; Neutral; Somewhat Disagree; Strongly Disagree; No Opinion 

Question 21 

If you answered strongly agree or somewhat agree to the previous question, please 

answer the following question: I feel that the economic crisis changed my government’s 

stance so that it is now more opposed to euro adoption: Strongly Agree; Somewhat 

Agree; Neutral; Somewhat Disagree; Strongly Disagree; No Opinion 

Question 22 

I feel that the pro- or anti-EU stance of my government explains government policy on 

euro adoption more than economic factors: Strongly Agree; Somewhat Agree; Neutral; 

Somewhat Disagree; Strongly Disagree; No Opinion 

This last set of questions (Questions 23 through 25) address the topic of public opinion. In effect, 

this is the most crucial part of the survey in that the study is finally able to draw out the 
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respondents opinion on the effects of public opinion on euro adoption strategy within their 

country. With the results from this data, this study will be able to directly support or disprove the 

research hypothesis. 

Question 23 

I feel that public opinion has a large influence on my government’s policy on euro 

adoption: Strongly Agree; Somewhat Agree; Neutral; Somewhat Disagree; Strongly 

Disagree; No Opinion 

Question 24 

I feel that my government’s policy on euro adoption has a large influence on public 

opinion on euro adoption: Strongly Agree; Somewhat Agree; Neutral; Somewhat 

Disagree; Strongly Disagree; No Opinion 

Question 25 

I feel that public opinion towards euro adoption in my country is: Largely Negative; 

Somewhat Negative; Neutral; Somewhat Positive; Largely Positive; No Opinion 

Questions 26 and 27 fall at the end of the questionnaire mainly because they are open-ended 

questions designed to obtain any remaining information the respondent is willing to provide. The 

study was forced to place the question concerning the name of the respondent’s university as the 

last question due to its last minute addition to the questionnaire. 

Question 26 

 Do you have any final comments you would like to add? 

Question 27 

 What is the name of the university that you attend? 
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Summary 

To summarize this chapter, I began with a discussion of the methodological approach for this 

research by also discussing my ontological and epistemological frameworks. I then provided my 

theoretical orientation as a mixed approach of behaviouralism and new institutionalism, which I 

use to explain the various processes and relationships addressed in this research. I outlined the 

differences between quantitative and qualitative research methods and discussed the advantages 

and disadvantages of each. Then I discussed the independent and dependent variables for this 

study, as well as how they were operationalized. What followed was a description the specific 

methods used in this research, mainly statistical analysis of Eurobarometer data, and the 

development of a questionnaire sent to university students within the Czech Republic, Hungary, 

and Poland. In the Eurobarometer data section, I discussed the costs and benefits of using such 

data, and ways to offset the costs; in the survey section, I explained each step that was taken in 

the development of the questionnaire, as well as how each challenge that arose was overcome. 

Lastly, I provided an in-depth explanation of each question on the questionnaire, showing the 

significance and application of each question and how they relate to the overall research 

hypothesis. 
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Chapter Four: Findings and Analysis 

In this chapter, I present two data sets and offer some preliminary analysis of them. The first is a 

data set taken from the Eurobarometer data. The analysis of this data set seeks to explain factors 

affecting public opinion in the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland. The second data set stems 

from my own survey, and aims to explore the relationship between government policy on euro 

adoption and public opinion. In each of these two sections, I begin with a description of the data 

set, and then outline the hypotheses and specific independent and dependent variables used in the 

analysis. Then I present the regression equations for each hypothesis and explain what the 

equations can potentially predict. Finally, I conclude each section with a discussion of the 

limitations of each data set, and include at the end of this chapter a discussion of the implications 

of this study for future research. 

 

4.1 Eurobarometer Data 

Description of Data 

The Flash Eurobarometer 418 survey was held in April 2015, and contains 7022 responses, of 

which 1000 were from the Czech Republic, 1006 from Hungary, and 1000 from Poland. The 

tentative results drawn from an analysis of Eurobarometer data have some credibility due to the 

large size of this random sample. Some descriptive statistics of the sample are:  

Country Gender (%) Age (%) 
Male Female 15-24 25-39 40-54 55+ 

Czech Republic 51.1 48.9 7.9 21.6 24.6 45.8 
Hungary 39.1 60.9 4.8 15.5 23.4 56.2 
Poland 43.9 56.1 9.0 17.1 26.0 48.0 
Table 1: Gender and Age descriptive statistics for the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland 
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Hypotheses 

For the Eurobarometer data, I analyse two key hypotheses with the independent and dependent 

variables measured by three distinct questions in the Eurobarometer survey. The first hypothesis 

is: 

Hypothesis 1: The more concerns people have over the loss of control over economic 

policy as a result of euro adoption, the less favourable they are towards the adoption of 

the euro. 

This hypothesis attempts to explain factors that may affect public opinion on euro adoption, by 

analyzing whether the independent variable (concerns over the loss of control over economic 

policy) has an effect on the dependent variable (feelings towards the euro). The independent 

variable is measured by Question 19.3 (Q19.3)2 of the Eurobarometer survey: “Do you agree or 

disagree that adopting the euro will mean that (OUR COUNTRY)3 will lose control over its 

economic policy?” For this question, the responses for each country were:  

Country Distribution (%) 
Totally 
Agree 

Tend to 
Agree 

Tend to 
Disagree 

Totally 
Disagree 

Don’t 
Know/NA 

Czech Republic 21.2 29.5 31.8 12.0 5.5 
Hungary  11.6 19.3 34.5 28.2 6.4 
Poland 14.6 25.4 34.5 17.8 7.8 
Table 2: Descriptive statistics for Q19.3 

The dependent variable is measured by Q13.1, which asks, “Do you think the introduction of the 

euro would have positive or negative consequences for (OUR COUNTRY)?” The responses for 

this question for each country were: 

 

 

                                                
2 Henceforth all survey questions shall be written in this way. 
3 Country of reference within each questionnaire. 
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Country Distribution (%) 
Very Positive 
Consequences 

Rather 
Positive 

Consequences 

Rather 
Negative 

Consequences 

Very 
Negative 

Consequences 

Don’t 
Know/NA 

Czech Republic 3.9 24.3 42.6 24.4 4.9 
Hungary  4.0 41.9 36.0 9.2 8.9 
Poland 3.6 37.9 34.7 17.0 6.9 
Table 3: Descriptive Statistics for Q13.1 

Evaluating the impact of concerns over the loss of control over economic policy on one’s 

feelings towards the euro may explain why people feel rather negative towards euro adoption in 

their country. People may feel negatively towards the euro because they see it as a proxy for the 

negative consequences of the economic crisis, among other factors (Guerra and McLaren 2013). 

As seen in Table 3, people in Hungary and Poland are relatively evenly split over the issue of 

euro adoption, while people in the Czech Republic have a significantly more negative outlook 

towards euro adoption. By looking at the impact of different independent variables on this 

dependent variable, I will seek to explain why feelings are negative in each of the three 

countries. 

Hypothesis 2: The more people feel they will lose part of their national identity as a 

result of euro adoption, the less favourable they are towards the adoption of the euro. 

This hypothesis seeks to explain the impact of concerns over the loss of national identity on 

feelings towards the euro. The dependent variable is measured by Q13.1, as in Hypothesis 1, and 

the independent variable is measured by Q19.4, which asks respondents, “Do you agree or 

disagree that adopting the euro will mean that (OUR COUNTRY) will lose a part of its 

identity?” The responses to this question were: 
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Country Distribution (%) 
Totally 
Agree 

Tend to 
Agree 

Tend to 
Disagree 

Totally 
Disagree 

Don’t 
Know/NA 

Czech Republic 35.6 27.8 21.5 12.5 2.5 
Hungary  10.7 19.0 28.2 36.7 5.4 
Poland 17.2 21.4 32.5 25.3 3.7 
Table 4: Descriptive Statistics for Q19.4 

By evaluating the relationship between concerns over the loss of national identity and feelings 

towards the euro, I may be able to explain why people hold positive or negative views of the 

euro in each of the three countries. While Table 4 shows the majority does not agree with Q19.4 

in Hungary and Poland, it does show a rather large agreement in the Czech Republic. Thus by 

looking at the relationship between these two variables, I may be better able to explain the views 

towards the euro in each of the three countries. 

 The choice of these two independent variables in trying to explain attitudes towards the 

euro can be further justified by the fact that they are seen to be major influencers in the decision 

of the UK to remain outside of the euro area (Medrano 2003, 12). While this description perhaps 

overly simplifies the current state of the literature, there are two main explanations found in the 

literature for the UK’s low support of the euro: 1) lack of identification with Europe; and 2) 

reluctance to lose sovereignty (Medrano 2003, 12). With the former, one can see a reflection in 

the independent variable of concerns over the loss of national identity, and with the latter, it is 

possible to see similarity with the reluctance to lose control over independent monetary policy. 

Thus while I am only analyzing the effects of two variables on public opinion, there is support 

within the field for the significance of these two factors. 

Analysis 

In the analysis portion of my research, I began by running correlations between the variables of 

each hypothesis to determine the correlation coefficients. I began with correlations instead of 
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scatterplots because the independent and dependent variables are measured using ordinal-level 

data. Below are the correlations for Hypothesis 1 and 2: 

Czech Republic: 

 Feelings Towards 
Euro (Q13.1) 

Economic Policy 
(Q19.3) 

National Identity 
(Q19.4) 

Feelings Towards 
Euro (Q13.1) 

1 0.398*** 0.393*** 

Economic Policy 
(Q19.3) 

0.398*** 1 0.433*** 

National Identity 
(Q19.4) 

0.393*** 0.433*** 1 

Table 5: Correlations between Q13.1, Q19.3, and Q19.4 for the Czech Republic (***significant 
at 1%) 
 
Hungary: 

 Feelings Towards 
Euro (Q13.1) 

Economic Policy 
(Q19.3) 

National Identity 
(Q19.4) 

Feelings Towards 
Euro (Q13.1) 

1 0.222*** 0.189*** 

Economic Policy 
(Q19.3) 

0.222*** 1 0.444*** 

National Identity 
(Q19.4) 

0.189*** 0.444*** 1 

Table 6: Correlations between Q13.1, Q19.3, and Q19.4 for Hungary (***significant at 1%) 

Poland: 

 Feelings Towards 
Euro (Q13.1) 

Economic Policy 
(Q19.3) 

National Identity 
(Q19.4) 

Feelings Towards 
Euro (Q13.1) 

1 0.371*** 0.349*** 

Economic Policy 
(Q19.3) 

0.371*** 1 0.556*** 

National Identity 
(Q19.4) 

0.349*** 0.556*** 1 

Table 7: Correlations between Q13.1, Q19.3, and Q19.4 for Poland (***significant at 1%) 

In order to assess negative feelings towards the euro, I had to recode the variable measured by 

Q13.1 by inverting the values attached to each response so that “Adopting the euro would have 

very negative consequences for my country” to have the lowest value, and “Adopting the euro 
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would have very positive consequences for my country” to have the highest value. This was 

necessary given that the wording of Q19.3 and Q19.4 attach the highest value to disagreement 

with the statement and the lowest value to agreement with the statement. Thus, by recoding the 

dependent variable (Q13.1), I would be able to examine whether there is a positive relationship 

between the independent and dependent variables. Therefore, one can read Table 7 and say that 

there is a positive correlation between negative feelings towards the euro, and concerns over the 

loss of economic policy, and between negative feelings towards the euro, and concerns over the 

loss of national identity.  

 After running these correlations, I began regression analysis for each of the two 

hypotheses. While regression equations are typically reserved for interval-level variables, I chose 

to use regression analysis as it can further illuminate the relationship between the independent 

and dependent variables, as long as the researcher takes care to treat the results with caution and 

assess the applicability of the equation. For my research, the chosen variables have ordinal-level 

data, so while the results from each equation do not make logical sense, one is still able to see the 

direction of the relationship more clearly. Below are the regressions for each country: 

Czech Republic: 

y = 1.01 + 0.27x1 + 0.21x2 + ε 
Standard error: 0.70 
Adjusted R2 = 0.27 

Hungary: 

y = 1.78 + 0.14x1 + 0.09x2 + ε 
Standard error: 0.70 
Adjusted R2 = 0.08 
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Poland: 

y = 1.24 + 0.19x1 + 0.22x2 + ε 
Standard error: 0.72 
Adjusted R2 = 0.22 

(where x1 = Concerns over the loss of economic policy (Q19.3); x2 = Concerns over the loss of 

national identity (Q19.4); y = Feelings towards the euro (Q13.1); ε = error in predicting y given 

x) 

In using these equations to predict the feelings of a citizen in each of these countries towards the 

euro, one can see that by inputting a high concern by the citizen over the loss of economic policy 

control and national identity, the equations would look like: 

Czech Republic: 

y = 1.01 + 0.27(1) + 0.21(1) + ε 
y = 1.49 + ε 

Hungary: 

y = 1.78 + 0.14(1) + 0.09(1) + ε 
y = 2.01 + ε 

Poland: 

y = 1.24 + 0.19(1) + 0.22(1) + ε 
y = 1.65 + ε 

Thus while the number 1.485 for a citizen in the Czech Republic does not technically have any 

meaning on an ordinal scale of 1 (Totally Agree) to 4 (Totally Disagree), one is still able to see 

that as someone increasingly has concerns over the loss of economic policy control and national 

identity, feelings towards the euro are increasingly negative. However, I must reiterate that these 

results are not exact, and can only speak to the general direction of the relationship between the 

variables, and not predict the exact feelings of a citizen towards the euro given their levels of 

concern over the loss of economic policy control or national identity. 
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Limitations 

In not being able to devise my own survey and distribute it to approximately 1000 citizens within 

each country of study, I am limited to using a secondary source. While using Eurobarometer data 

has the advantage of being a large sample size, it also has the disadvantage of asking specific 

questions. Thus I am limited in only being able to assess the relationship of the dependent 

variable to two independent variables. In reality, it is clear that public opinion on euro adoption 

is affected by much more than simply one’s concerns over economic policy and national identity. 

But for the purposes of my research, I can only treat the relationship of public opinion to two 

variables. 

 Another limitation of using Eurobarometer data might be a possible pro-EU bias 

generated by the survey. Given that the surveys are conducted by phone between officials and 

citizens of each country, respondents are potentially subject to wanting to give answers that they 

feel the interviewer wishes to hear. Given that the Eurobarometer is organized and funded by the 

European Commission, the participant may feel that the interviewer, as a representative of the 

EU, may wish to hear answers that are favourable towards the EU. In order to measure this bias, 

it is possible to compare the answers of similar questions between the Eurobarometer and 

national polls. As mentioned in Chapter Three, for the Czech Republic one can look to the 

CVVM. In answer to the question “What is your opinion on adopting the euro as the currency of 

the Czech Republic?” in a CVVM survey, 6% answered Strongly Agree, 18% Rather Agree, 

26% Rather Disagree, and 43% Strongly Disagree. In comparing these results to the similarly 

worded Eurobarometer Q14 for the Czech Republic, “Generally speaking, are you personally 

more in favour or against the idea of introducing the euro in (OUR COUNTRY)?” 7% answered 

Very Much in Favour, 22% Rather in Favour, 33% Rather Against, and 37% Very Much 
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Against. Thus one can see some differences in the data between the two sets of data, but the 

differences are slight enough to say that any pro-EU bias generated by the Eurobarometer had 

little effect on the data for the Czech Republic.  

For Hungary, the answers to the question in a Medían survey, “How do you feel towards 

the European common currency?” were: 21% Totally Support It, 45% Rather Support It, 19% 

Rather Object to It, 8% Totally Object to It. Given that it is not possible to compare these 

answers to answers from the similarly worded Q14 in the Eurobarometer survey (as Q14 was not 

included in the questionnaire until 2014), I am forced to compared Hungarian national results 

with Q13.1 from the Eurobarometer, which asks “Do you think the introduction of the euro 

would have positive or negative consequences for (OUR COUNTRY)?” The answers to Q13.1 

were: 44% Positive Consequences, 40% Negative Consequences. While the comparison is made 

more difficult in the lack of similarly worded questions, one can still see that the national survey 

reported ~66% support for the euro, while the Eurobarometer reported ~44% support for the 

euro.4 Given that the national survey reports a higher level of support for the euro, it is relatively 

safe to say that the pro-EU bias generated by the Eurobarometer is not seen to have an effect in 

the Hungarian case. 

For Poland, in answer to the question in a CBOS survey, “Would you agree to replace the 

Polish złoty with the euro, the common currency of many EU member-states?” 9% answered 

Strongly Agree, 15% Moderately Agree, 27% Moderately Disagree, and 41% Strongly Disagree. 

In comparison to Polish answers for Q14 of the Eurobarometer, 12% answered Very Much in 

                                                
4 The Medían survey is from 2006, thus I compared Medían answers to Eurobarometer answers 
from 2006 in order to maintain consistency. 
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Favour, 33% Rather in Favour, 27% Rather Against, and 26% Very Much Against.5 With the 

Polish data one can see that the national poll shows much more negative views towards the euro 

compared with Eurobarometer results. Thus it would be wise to treat the Polish results from the 

Eurobarometer with caution as they may artificially inflate positive feelings towards the euro in 

Poland. 

 

4.2 Data from Own Survey 

Description of Data 

The survey I created for this research, “Euro Adoption in the Czech Republic, Hungary, and 

Poland,” received 192 responses, 73 of which were from the Czech Republic, 59 from Hungary, 

and 60 from Poland. Some descriptive statistics of the sample are: 

Country Gender (%) Age (%) 
Male Female 15-24 25-39 40-54 55+ 

Czech Republic 52.1 47.9 78.9 19.7 1.4 0.0 
Hungary 50.0 50.0 62.7 35.6 1.7 0.0 
Poland 38.3 61.7 98.3 1.7 0.0 0.0 
Table 8: Gender and Age descriptive statistics for the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland 

In considering the age distribution of the respondents, one can see from Table 8 that the majority 

of respondents were between the ages 15-24. This was due to the fact that the survey was 

administered to university students from the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland, and not a 

randomized sample of the population. Thus the results of analysis of this data set must 

necessarily be limited to the demographic of students attending university in each of the three 

countries. 

 

                                                
5 The CBOS survey is from 2014, therefore I compared the answers from CBOS to 
Eurobarometer answers from 2014 as well. 
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Hypothesis: 

For the data set drawn from the survey created for this research, I analyse two key hypotheses, 

with the variables measured by three different questions in the survey.  

Hypothesis 1: The more university students believe public opinion towards the euro is 

negative in their country, the more they believe public opinion influences their 

government’s policy on euro adoption. 

In the above hypothesis, the independent variable is the belief that public opinion towards the 

euro is negative, as measured by Q25, which states, “I feel that public opinion towards euro 

adoption in my country is…” The responses for this question were: 

Country Distribution (%) 
 Largely 

Positive 
Somewhat 
Positive 

Neutral Somewhat 
Negative 

Largely 
Negative 

Czech Republic 1.4 1.4 7.0 43.7 46.2 
Hungary 5.6 9.3 14.8 57.4 13.0 
Poland 1.9 3.8 9.4 60.4 24.5 
Table 9: Descriptive statistics for Q25 

The dependent variable in Hypothesis 1 is the belief that public opinion affects the government’s 

policy towards euro adoption as measured by Q23 of the survey, “I feel that public opinion has a 

large influence on my government’s policy on euro adoption.” The results for this question were: 

Country Distribution (%) 
 Strongly 

Agree 
Somewhat 

Agree 
Neutral Somewhat 

Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Czech Republic 34.3 35.7 7.1 20.0 2.9 
Hungary 7.7 23.1 23.1 23.1 23.1 
Poland 12.7 32.7 9.1 36.4 9.1 
Table 10: Descriptive statistics for Q23 

Analyzing the impact of the belief that public opinion is negative on the belief that public 

opinion influences government euro adoption policy helps to explain part of the relationship 

between public opinion and government policy on euro adoption. As seen in Table 10, the 
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respondents in the Czech Republic generally believe that public opinion influences government 

policy on the euro, whereas in Hungary and Poland they are more divided on the issue. By 

looking at the effect of negative public opinion on government policy, this study will be able to 

offer a partial evaluation of what factors maybe be perceived to affect government policy on euro 

adoption. 

 

Analysis 

For this portion of my research, I began by running correlations between the variables of each 

hypothesis, as I did for the Eurobarometer data set. To analyse the survey data I collected for this 

study, I decided to first run correlations in order to determine the correlation coefficients, and 

assess whether the strength of the relationship merited further analysis. The correlations for 

Hypothesis 1 were: 

Czech Republic: 

 Public Opinion Towards Euro 
(Q25) 

Public Opinion Influence on 
Government (Q23) 

Public Opinion Towards Euro 
(Q25) 

1 0.342*** 

Public Opinion Influence on 
Government (Q23) 

0.342*** 1 

Table 11: Correlations between Q25 and Q23 for the Czech Republic (***significant at 1%) 

Hungary: 

 Public Opinion Towards Euro 
(Q25) 

Public Opinion Influence on 
Government (Q23) 

Public Opinion Towards Euro 
(Q25) 

1 0.234** 

Public Opinion Influence on 
Government (Q23) 

0.234** 1 

Table 12: Correlations between Q25 and Q23 for Hungary (**significant at 5%) 
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Poland: 

 Public Opinion Towards Euro 
(Q25) 

Public Opinion Influence on 
Government (Q23) 

Public Opinion Towards Euro 
(Q25) 

1 0.055 

Public Opinion Influence on 
Government (Q23) 

0.055 1 

Table 13: Correlations between Q25 and Q23 for Poland 

As one can determine from Tables 13, 14, and 15, the correlations between the variables were 

strong enough to justify regression analysis, except in the case of Poland. Below are the 

regression equations for the Czech Republic and Hungary: 

Czech Republic: 

y = 1.90 + 0.44x + ε 
Standard error: 1.16 
Adjusted R2 = 0.07 

Hungary: 

y = 1.47 + 0.35x + ε 
Standard error: 1.23 
Adjusted R2 = 0.06 

 (where x = Public opinion towards the euro (Q25); y = Public opinion influence on government 

(Q23); and ε = error in predicting y given x) 

Given that the equations for the Czech Republic and Hungary are significant, one is able to input 

values for the independent variable and potentially predict the values for the dependent variable. 

For example, if one input a belief that public opinion is largely negative towards the euro in their 

country, the equations would look like: 

Czech Republic: 

y = 1.90 + 0.44(5) + ε 
y = 4.10 + ε 
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Hungary: 

y = 1.47 + 0.35(5) + ε 
y = 3.22 + ε 

Thus it is possible to see that in the Czech Republic and Hungary, from a belief that public 

opinion is largely negative, the equations provide the values of 4.10 and 3.22 respectively. While 

these values have no logical meaning on the 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree) scale 

due to the fact that this study uses ordinal-level data, one can see that university students in the 

Czech Republic and Hungary are more likely to believe that public opinion influences 

government euro adoption policy if they believe public opinion to be negative in their country.  

 In the case of Poland, given that no positive relationship was found between a belief that 

public opinion is largely negative in their country (Q25), and the belief that public opinion 

influences government in the case of euro adoption (Q23), I hypothesized that Polish university 

students rather believe that government policy towards the euro influences public opinion, and 

not vice versa. 

Hypothesis 2: The more Polish university students believe public opinion towards the 

euro is negative in their country, the more they believe government policy towards the 

euro influences public opinion. 

In other words, government opposition to euro adoption influences public opinion, and as such 

has a negative impact on public opinion. In order to test this hypothesis, I examined the 

relationship between Q25 and the belief that government policy influences public opinion in the 

case of euro adoption (Q24). The responses for Q24 “I feel that my government’s policy on euro 

adoption has a large influence on public opinion on euro adoption” were:  
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Country Distribution (%) 
 Strongly 

Agree 
Somewhat 

Agree 
Neutral Somewhat 

Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Poland 20.8 43.4 18.9 11.3 5.7 
Table 14: Descriptive statistics for Q24 for Poland 

The strength of relationship between the two variables (Q25 and Q24) is: 

Poland: 

 Public Opinion Towards Euro 
(Q25) 

Policy Influence on Public 
Opinion (Q24) 

Public Opinion Towards Euro 
(Q25) 

1 0.451*** 

Policy Influence on Public 
Opinion (Q24) 

0.451*** 1 

Table 15: Correlations Between Q25 and Q24 for Poland (***significant at 1%) 

Thus the relationship is strong enough to merit regression analysis. Below is the regression 

equation for the case of Poland: 

Poland:  

y = 1.16 + 0.61x + ε 
Standard error: 1.01 
Adjusted R2 = 0.19 

(where x = Public opinion towards the euro (Q25); y = Policy influence on public opinion (Q24); 

and ε = error in predicting y given x) 

Given that the equation for Poland is statistically significant, one is able to input values for the 

independent variable and potentially predict the values of the dependent variable. In this case, if 

one input the value that Polish university students believe public opinion to be largely negative 

in their country, the equation would be: 

Poland:  

y = 1.16 + 0.61(5) + ε 
y =  4.21 + ε 
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Thus, as students increasingly believe public opinion to be negative in their country, they are 

more likely to believe that government policy has a large influence on public opinion. While the 

value of 4.21 has no logical meaning on an ordinal-level scale between 1 (Strongly Disagree) and 

5 (Strongly Agree), one is still able that as the independent variable increases, the dependent 

variable also increases. The strength of this relationship shows that the Polish case does not 

support Hypothesis 1. Instead of believing public opinion to strongly affect government policy 

towards euro adoption, Polish university students believe government opposition to the euro 

strongly influences public opinion.  

Limitations 

One of the largest limitations of this survey is the sample size. Due to the small sample size, it is 

crucial that the analysis of this data set is treated with caution, and not generalized to the general 

public, or indeed even university students in general. Furthermore, the fact that this survey 

exclusively targets university students studying the Social Sciences in each of these three 

countries creates possible skewing of the data; however, the fact that the respondents study the 

Social Sciences means that they potentially have an increased amount of knowledge about 

politics, economics, the EU and the euro, and therefore may have a more developed opinion on 

issues surrounding the euro. This may work to the advantage of the results of the survey in that 

respondents would have more knowledge of both sides of the issue, and have developed a more 

informed opinion. 

 In order to assess the accuracy of the survey created for this research, I compared the 

results of questions of my survey to similar questions posed in the Flash Eurobarometer 418 

survey. To begin, Q16 of my survey states, “I feel that my country should adopt the euro and 

thereby participate fully in EMU,” and Q14 of the Eurobarometer asks, “Generally speaking, are 
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you more in favour or against the idea of introducing the euro in (OUR COUNTRY)?” In order 

to provide a more accurate comparison, I chose to only compare the answers of each survey for 

the 15-24 age bracket, given that the majority of respondents of my survey were from the ages 

15-24. The comparison of the answers of both surveys shows: 

Country Eurobarometer Own Survey 

In Favour Against Agree Disagree 
Czech Republic 20.8 79.3 67.4 32.6 
Hungary 67.4 32.7 77.4 22.6 
Poland 40.9 59.1 28.6 71.4 
Table 16: Comparison of Q14 of Eurobarometer and Q16 of Own Survey, for ages 15-24 

By comparing the responses to these two questions, it is possible to see that the survey created 

for this study generated very different results compared to the Eurobarometer survey. Looking at 

the Czech Republic, the answers from my survey are in complete opposition to the results from 

the Eurobarometer. One can explain this difference by recognizing the fact that all of the 

respondents from my survey were students of the Social Sciences, completing degrees in fields 

such as politics and economics. Therefore, one can assume that the respondents had exposure to 

arguments both for and against economic integration within the EU, and developed opinions 

based on these arguments. Through the results, one can see that Czech students were more likely 

to agree that their country should adopt the euro, whereas respondents in the Czech age bracket 

of 15-24 for the Eurobarometer were more likely to respond negatively towards euro adoption. 

Thus one can potentially find support for the hypothesis that having prior knowledge of the 

process of European economic integration can create a more positive opinion towards the euro. 

Education can also have the effect of allowing people to feel that their knowledge and skills will 

be applicable in a wider EU market, which also can explain why people with higher levels of 

education feel more positively towards the euro (Guerra and McLaren 2013, 356).  
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For Hungary and Poland, the differences in results are less stark, but it is still possible to 

see that Hungarian respondents of my survey were slightly more favourable towards euro 

adoption than those who responded to the Eurobarometer survey. The Polish results, however, 

show that respondents of my survey were more likely to feel negatively towards euro adoption 

than respondents of the Eurobarometer. However, the Polish sample size is smaller, which has 

the potential to skew the results. In any case, for each of the three countries it is necessary to 

show restraint in attaching a large amount of credence to the results of my survey, as the Czech 

results are in complete opposition to the Eurobarometer survey, the Hungarian results show 

positive views towards the euro, and the Polish results show more negative views towards the 

euro.  

 

Implications of Research 

In looking at the overall results of this research, one factor that is particularly remarkable is the 

distinct discrepancies between my results and the Eurobarometer results. Given that the 

difference in results between my survey and the Eurobarometer survey was the most apparent 

with the Czech case, it can show a possible movement in attitudes towards euro adoption in the 

Czech Republic. While my results are not generalizable to the larger university student 

demographic in each of the three countries, the fact that my results were the complete inverse of 

Eurobarometer results most likely shows that my results show slightly more positive opinions 

towards the euro, and the Eurobarometer results show slightly more negative opinions towards 

the euro. Therefore, one could argue that the results of my survey may show a more pro-euro 

future for the Czech Republic among the younger, highly educated, demographic. 
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 In comparing the three cases within my research, it is thus clear to see that the Czech 

Republic is distinct from the other two countries as it shows more negative opinion according to 

the Eurobarometer, and more positive opinion according to my survey. One can partially 

attribute the Eurobarometer results to the strength of the Czech economy compared to those of 

Hungary and Poland. Due to the relative strength of the economy, Czech citizens feel that they 

are more likely to see the benefits of an independent economy, whereas Hungarian and Polish 

citizens are more likely to see the benefits of being tied to an economy that is stronger than their 

economy. The Hungarian economy is slightly weaker than the Polish economy, thus making 

Hungarian citizens slightly more pro-euro than Polish citizens, at least according to 

Eurobarometer data.  

 Another implication of my research is that it has provided an insight into the feelings of 

young people towards the euro. While other studies have been conducted on the feelings of the 

entire population of a country on euro adoption, no other research that I am aware of has been 

conducted solely on the youth demographic. By surveying only university students, I was able to 

analyze factors that most explain the feelings of young educated people, and show that some 

factors (like education) can explain more pro-EU and euro sentiment among youth when 

compared to the anti-EU and euro sentiment found among youth in the Eurobarometer results.  

 Lastly, the survey I created for this research measured the effect of various factors on 

opinion towards the euro, something that is yet to be done in other studies. By studying the effect 

of age, gender, nationality, education, political leaning, feelings towards the EU, and feelings 

towards the government on a respondent’s opinion towards the euro, I was able to study 

relationships that are not currently addressed in the literature. I was also able to study whether 

the euro registers as a symbol for European integration in the minds of young people, to which I 
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was able to answer in the affirmative (but again, I am limited in only being able to speak for the 

university students that I surveyed). I was able to study this by relating the fact that most 

respondents feel that the EU conjures a fairly positive image for them, and the fact that most also 

feel that euro adoption is a good idea. By feeling positively towards both the EU and the euro, it 

is possible to say that the euro is an extension of the image of the EU for the respondents of my 

survey. Thus, one can see how my survey provides further insight into the younger demographic 

on the question of euro adoption. 

 

Summary 

To summarize, in this chapter I analyzed two sets of data: that of the survey created for this 

study, and that of the Flash Eurobarometer 418 survey and offered some explanations of the 

results. I began each section with a description of the data, and then explained the hypotheses 

and independent and dependent variables as measured by different questions within each survey. 

Following this, I analyzed each hypothesis by beginning by running correlations between the 

variables of each hypothesis to determine the strength of the relationship. Subsequently, I ran 

regression analysis of each hypothesis, and used the regression equations to show how one can 

explain the direction of the relationship between the independent and dependent variables. 

Finally, I discussed the limitations of each data set and explained how the results of the data 

analysis can only be used to determine some, not all, of the factors affecting the dependent 

variable. 
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Chapter Five: Conclusion 

To summarize, this thesis looked at the relationship between public opinion and government 

policy on euro adoption in the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland, and found support for the 

hypothesis that public opinion has an influence on the decision of the government on whether or 

not to adopt the euro. Chapter Two of this thesis provided the historical background of the EU 

and the euro, as well as the criteria that states must meet in order to adopt the euro. This first 

chapter also provided the literature review, in which I explained the concept of euroscepticism, 

as well as trends found in public opinion data that explain euroscepticism among the target 

population of this study (people between the ages of 19-24 attending a university). I also looked 

at explanations for public attitudes towards the euro within each specific country, according to 

the literature. Chapter Three of this thesis concerned the methodological approach of this 

research, in which I explained the theoretical approach used in this essay, justified my use of 

quantitative methods, and described the independent and dependent variables used in my 

research. I then outline the specific methods used, including analyzing Eurobarometer data and 

creating and analyzing a survey, which was administered to university students in the Czech 

Republic, Hungary, and Poland. This third chapter concluded with an in-depth analysis of each 

question used in my questionnaire. Chapter Four of this thesis was composed of the analysis 

portion of the study, in which I engaged in statistical analysis of Eurobarometer data to 
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determine the extent to which concerns over the loss of independent monetary policy and 

national identity affect opinion towards the euro. Once I determined that both of these 

independent variables have a statistically significant impact on public opinion, helping to explain 

why attitudes towards the euro are negative, I moved on to analyse the extent to which public 

opinion influences government euro adoption policy. Through the results of my survey, I was 

able to determine that among university students in each of the three countries, there is a high 

correlation between believing public opinion to be negative and believing that public opinion has 

a large influence on government euro adoption strategy. Thus, through the results of my survey 

and support from the literature, there is sufficient reason to believe that public opinion does have 

an influence on the decision of national governments on whether or not to adopt the euro. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 63 

 

 

 

 

 

Reference List 

Čábelková, Inna, Nicole Mitsche, and Wadim Strielkowski. 2015. “Attitudes towards EU  

Integration and Euro Adoption in the Czech Republic.” Economics and Sociology 8 (2): 

93–101. Accessed 25 September, 2016. doi:10.14254/2071-789X.2015/8-2/7. 

Dandashly, Assem. 2015. “The Political Impediments to Euro Adoption in Poland.” Problems of  

 Post-Communism 62(5): 287-298. Accessed 25 September, 2016.  

doi:10.1080/10758216.2015.1026202 

Dandashly, Assem, and Amy Verdun. 2016. “Euro Adoption in the Czech Republic, Hungary  

and Poland: Laggards by Default and Laggards by Choice.” Comparative European 

Politics 1-28. Accessed 25 September, 2016. doi: 10.1057/cep.2015.46 

Europa. 2016. “The History of the European Union.” Accessed 25 September, 2016.  

 http://europa.eu/about-eu/eu-history/index_en.htm 

European Commission. 2015. "Who Can Join and When?" Last Modified May 18. 

http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/euro/adoption/who_can_join/index_en.htm 

European Commission. 2016. Introduction of the Euro in the Member States That Have Not yet 

Adopted the Common Currency. April 2016. doi:10.2765/12914. 

Goodin, Robert E. 1996. The Theory of Institutional Design. Cambridge: Cambridge University  

 Press. 



 64 

Guerra, Simona, and Lauren McLaren. 2013. "Public Opinion and the European Union." In  

European Union Politics, edited by Michelle Cini and Nieves Pérez-Solórzano Borragán, 

352-363. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Hall, Peter A. and Rosemary C. R. Taylor. 1996. “Political Science and the Three New  

 Institutionalisms.” Political Studies 44 (5): 936-957. Accessed January 22, 2016.  

 10.1111/j.1467-9248.1996.tb00343.x 

Hegedũs, I. 2006. “The Mass Media, Political Parties, and Europessimism in Hungary.” 

Mediterranean Quarterly 17 (2): 72–83. Accessed 26 September, 2016. 

doi:10.1215/10474552-2006-008. 

Helísek, Mojmír. 2012. “Potential Impact of the Euro Adoption in the Czech Republic on  

Relations with the Euro Area.” Euro Economica 31(4): 87-97. Accessed 25 September, 

2016. 

Helísek, Mojmír. 2013. “How Far Along Is Euro Adoption in the Czech Republic? Benefits for 

Businesses Still Remain.” Central European Business Review 2 (1): 21–27. Accessed 24 

September, 2016. 

Hunter Jr, Richard J., and Leo V. Ryan. 2009. “Poland, the European Union, and the Euro: 

Poland’s Long Journey to Full European Integration.” Global Economy Journal 9 (2 Art.6): 

1–18. Accessed 25 September, 2016. doi:10.2202/1524-5861.1469. 

Johnson, Juliet. 2008. “The Remains of Conditionality: The Faltering Enlargement of the Euro  

Zone.” Journal of European Public Policy 15 (6): 826-41. Accessed 26 September, 2016. 

doi: 10.1080/13501760802196564 

Lowndes, Vivien. 2010. “The Institutional Approach.” In Theory and Methods in Political  

Science, edited by David March and Gerry Stoker, 60-78. New York: Palgrave 



 65 

Macmillan. 

Lubbers, Marcel, and Peer Scheepers. 2010. “Divergent Trends of Euroscepticism in Countries  

and Regions of the European Union.” European Journal of Political Research 49 (6): 

787–817. Accessed 20 March, 2017. doi:10.1111/j.1475-6765.2010.01915.x. 

Marsh, David, and Paul Furlong. 2002. “A Skin, not a Sweater: Ontology and Epistemology in 

Political Science.” In Theory and Methods in Political Science, edited by David Marsh 

and Gerry Stoker, 17-41. New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Medrano, Juan Diaz. 2003. "Introduction." In Framing Europe: Attitudes to European  

Integration in Germany, Spain, and the United Kingdom, 1-18. Princeton: Princeton 

University Press. 

Miles, Lee. 2004. “Sweden: 'Hitchhiking' and the Euro Referendum.” Cooperation and Conflict  

 39(2): 155-165. Accessed 25 September, 2016. doi:10.1177/0010836704042867 

Paleta, Tomáš. 2012. “Maastricht Criteria of … Divergence  ?” Review of Economic Perspectives  

 12 (2): 92–119. Accessed 25 September, 2016. doi:10.2478/v10135-012-0005-7. 

Pechova, Andrea. 2012. "Legitimising Discourses in the Framework of European Integration:  

The Politics of Euro Adoption in the Czech Republic and Slovakia." Review of 

International Political Economy : RIPE 19 (5): 779-807. Accessed 26 September, 2016. 

doi: 10.1080/09692290.2011.633477.  

Phinnemore, David. 2016. “The European Union: Establishment and Development.” In  

European Union Politics, edited by Michelle Cini and Nieves Pérez-Solórzano Borragán, 

9-30. New York: Oxford University Press. 

Rickard, Sean. 2002. “The Euro: The Logic and Inevitability of UK Adoption.” Journal of  



 66 

Financial Services Marketing 7(2): 161-177. Accessed 25 September, 2016. 

doi:10.1057/palgrave.fsm.4770081 

Sanders, David. 2010. “Behavioural Analysis.” In Theory and Methods in Political Science,  

 edited by David Marsh and Gerry Stoker, 23-41. New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Schuman, Robert. 1950. The Schuman Declaration. Accessed 26 September,  

 2016. http://europa.eu/about-eu/eu-history/founding-fathers/index_en.htm#box_9 

Sutcliffe, John. B. 2012. “The Roots and Consequences of Euroskepticism: An Evaluation of the  

United Kingdom Independence Party.” Geopolitics, History, and International Relations 

4(1): 107-127. Accessed 25 September, 2016. 

file:///Users/Owner/Downloads/The_roots_and_ consequences_ of_%20(1).PDF 

Taggart, Paul, and Aleks Szczerbiak. 2004. “Contemporary Euroscepticism in the Systems of the 

European Union Candidate States of Central and Eastern Europe.” European Journal of 

Political Research 43 (July 2001): 1–27. 

Urwin, Derek W. 2013. “The European Community: From 1945-85.” In European Union  

Politics, edited by Michelle Cini and Nieves Pérez-Solórzano Borragán, 12-24. New 

York: Oxford University Press. 

Vasilopoulou, Sofia. 2013. “Continuity and Change in the Study of Euroscepticism: Plus  ??a 

Change?” Journal of Common Market Studies 51 (1): 153–68. Accessed 26 September, 

2016. doi:10.1111/j.1468-5965.2012.02306.x. 

Verdun, Amy. 2000. “Methodology.” In European Responses to Globalization and Financial 

Market Integration: Perception of Economic and Monetary Union in Britain, France  

and Germany, 103-116. New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Wesley, Jared. 2015. “Observing the Political World: Quantitative and Qualitative Approaches.”  



 67 

In Explorations: Conducting Empirical Research in Canadian Political Science, edited 

by Loleen Berdahl and Keith Archer, 27-49. Don Mills: Oxford University Press. 

 

 

 


